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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 



1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Tiled of the 
Invention" should read Field of the Invention (page 1). Appropriate correction is 
required. 



2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 4 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph , as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The claim states that when a time difference between scene- 
change frames of two scenes in close proximity is less than the specified duration (in 
other words, when two or more scene are of lesser duration than the specified duration 
to be played for each scene), frames from the scene-change frame of the first scene 
through a frame the specified duration from the scene-change frame of the second 
scene (in other words, frames beginning at the scene-change frame of the first scene 
and continuing through the specified duration past the scene-change frame of the 
second scene) are treated as the result of merging the scene change frames. The 
phrase "treated as the result of merging the scene change frames" is unclear Does it 
mean that the scene-change frame of the second scene is no longer considered a 
scene change frame, and then only frames from the specified duration of the first scene 
will be shown? Or, does it mean simply that a shorter length of the first scene will be 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
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shown and then the specified length will be shown of the second scene (if this is what it 
means, then it is unclear how claim 5 is different from claim 4, and claim 5 has to further 
limit claim 4)? 

4. Claims 30, 31 . 32, 33, 94. 95, 96 and 97 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph , as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. They are rejected for 
the same reasons claim 4 was rejected above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office^ction: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States, 

6. Claim 1 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated bv Saito 
(5.204J06). 

7. In accordance with Claim 1 , Saito discloses a system, with calculating means, 
which compare similarities among frames; in Saito's system, the encoder 41 , of the 
boundary sensing section 4, performs this function (col. 3 lines 26-34). 

8. Saito further discloses that the system contain determining means, which 
identifies boundaries in a video, such as a scene, using the result of the calculating 
means; in Saito's system, the boundary sensor 42, of the boundary sensing section 4, 
performs this function (col. 3 lines 34-36). 



V 
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9. Saito further discloses that the system contain dynamic image means for editing 
and preparing the digest; in Saito's system the video is stored after being segmented 
into cuts, the CPU then causes a monitor to display the first frame of each cut, or the 
user can specify a specific scene or cut within a scene to watch (col. 6 lines 50-55 and 
col. 7 lines 46-52). 



10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention Is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Saito in view of Hanpachern (4,319,286). 

12. Saito discloses all the limitations of claim 1 from which claims 2 and 3 depend 
(see above). Saito does not directly disclose detection means and processing means 
for a blank frame. Hanpachern discloses detection means, which detect a blank scene; 
in Hanpachern's system, integrated circuit U1 is used to detect blank frames (col. 4 
lines 23-27). Hanpachern also discloses exception processing means, in which the 
frame immediately preceding a blank scene is recorded, and the frame immediately 
following the blank scene is the next frame to be recorded; in Hanpachern's system, 
integrated circuit U2 and transistor Q9 perform this function (col. 4 lines 50-63). 

13. Saito and Hanpachern are compatible because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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14. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add 
Hanpachern's method of detecting a blank scene, and editing the scene from the digest 
to Saitohs system. 

1 5. The motivation for doing so would have been to eliminate frames with no relevant 
information from consideration and therefore to speed up processing and decrease the 
time the user needs to find the information he or she is looking for. 

16. Claim 4 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker (5758,1 81 ). 

17. Saito and Hanpachern combine to specify all the limitations of claims 1-3 from 
which claim 4 depends (see above). 

18. Neither Saito nor Hanpachern discloses that when displaying time differences 
between scene-change-frames that are smaller than a specified duration, frames from 
the beginning of the first scene through the specified duration from the beginning of the 
second frame are treated as the result of merging of the scene-change-frames of the 
two scenes. Resulting in a shorter length of the first scene being shown and then the 
full, specified length of the second scene being shown. 

19. Becker discloses a system that is used for accelerated presentation of 
segmented data (abstract lines 1-2). Becker's system takes data that is segmented with 
known boundaries (abstract lines 3-5). The user can be prompted for a desired length 
of time by specifying a number of frames (col. 6 lines 50-54). Based on the input from 
the user, Becker's system displays a number of frames from each scene in a video 
(abstract lines 5-10). When a scene has fewer frames than the number of frames that 
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the user has specified to be shown (the length of a scene is less than the length 
specified by the user), Becker discloses preventing overlap by monitoring the position of 
each frame to be displayed within each scene; Becker displays frames of each scene at 
specified intervals, if the next frame to be displayed falls outside the current scene, 
instead of displaying that frame, Becker's system proceeds to the beginning of the next 
scene thus preventing the display of overlapping scene frames by displaying a shorter 
length of the first scene and then the full, specified length of the second scene (col. 6 
line 50 -col. 7 line 35). 

20. Saito, Hanpachern and Becker are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor, namely video summary. 

21 . Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to only 
display a shorter summary of the first scene and then display the full summary of the 
second scene as disclosed in Becker. 

22. The motivation for doing so would be exclude overlap in the presentation of a 
video summary, which is obvious, as the intent of a summary is contradicted by the 
presence of overlap or redundancy. 

23. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

24. Saito, Hanpachern and Becker combine to specify all the limitations of claim 4 
from which claim 5 depends (see above). 

25. Neither Saito nor Hanpachern discloses that when a scene-change of a second 
scene falls within a specified duration of the scene-change frame of the first scene, only 
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frames through the scene change frame of the second scene are merged. Resulting in 
a shorter length of the first scene being shown and then the full, specified length of the 
second scene being shown. 

26. Becker discloses a system that is used for accelerated presentation of 
segmented data (abstract lines 1-2). Becker's system takes data that is segmented with 
known boundaries (abstract lines 3-5). The user can be prompted for a desired length 
of time by specifying a number of frames (col. 6 lines 50-54). Based on the input from 
the user, Becker's system displays a number of frames from each scene in a video 
(abstract lines 5-10). When a scene has fewer frames than the number of frames that 
the user has specified to be shown (the length of a scene is less than the length 
specified by the user), Becker discloses preventing overlap by monitoring the position of 
each frame to be displayed within each scene; Becker displays frames of each scene at 
specified intervals, if the next frame to be displayed falls outside the current scene, 
instead of displaying that frame, Becker's system proceeds to the beginning of the next 
scene thus preventing the display of overlapping scene frames by displaying a shorter 
length of the first scene and then the full, specified length of the second scene (col. 6 
line 50 -col. 7 line 35). 

27. Saito, Hanpachern and Becker are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor, namely video summary. 

28. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to only 
display a shorter summary of the first scene and then display the full summary of the 
second scene as disclosed in Becker. 
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29. The motivation for doing so would be exclude overlap in the presentation of a 
video summary, which is obvious, as the intent of a summary is contradicted by the 
presence of overlap or redundancy. 

30. Claim 6 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Saito in view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker in further view of 
Edgar (5.537.530). 

31 . Saito, Hanpachern and Becker combine to specify all the limitations of claims 1-5 
from which claim 6 depends (see above). 

32. Saito discloses finding all the scene change frames of a dynamic Image (col. 7 
lines 34-38). Saito further discloses merging the frames into a digest of the first frame 
of each scene or a tree structure that allows the user to quickly view each scene (col. 6 
lines 50-55 and col. 7 lines 46-52). 

33. Neither Saito nor Hanpachern nor Becker discloses expressly merging frames 
into a digest beginning with scenes whose scene-change frame has a low degree of 
similarity to some preceding frames. 

34. Edgar discloses calculating the "change" between a selected image and every 
other image in a specific cut (col. 1 2 lines 5-1 5). He uses this difference to determine 
what individual frame best represents each scene, which is then displayed (col. 4 lines 
15-30). Thus Edgar discloses calculating degrees of similarity among frames and using 
the data calculated to prepare a digest of one frame. 

35. Edgar is combinable Saito, Hanpachern and Becker because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely video summary. 
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36. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use 
methods presented in Edgar for calculating degrees of similarity among frames to order 
the presentation of the digest of Saito's system. 

37. The motivation for ordering a digest in this way is given by Edgar who calculates 
the degrees of similarity in order to present a digest with the most relevant frames (col. 
12 lines 5-15). 

38. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker in further view of Edgar. 

39. Saito, Hanpachern, Becker and Edgar combine to specify all the limitations of 
claims 1-6 from which claim 7 depends (see above). 

40. In accordance with claim 7, Becker further discloses creating a digest of desired 
length by allowing the step size between frames to be increased (col. 6 lines 61-65). 
Thus, Becker's routine will adjust step size until it reaches a predetermined value, which 
is determined based on the user's input for the number of frames to be included in each 
scene; so, Becker discloses adjusting the step size to increase the duration of each 
scene (if the duration is originally below the threshold specified value) to be in 
accordance with the user's input. 

41 . Saito, Hanpachern, Becker and Edgar are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely video summary. 

42. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
methods described in Becker to increase the length of the digest to be in accordance 
with the user's specification for length (number of frames). 
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43. The motivation for doing so would have been to present a video display for a 
length of time according to the user's desire. 

44. Claim 8 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker in further vievy of Edgar. 

45. Saito, Hanpachern, Becker and Edgar combine to specify all the limitations of 
claims 1-7 from which claim 8 depends (see above). 

46. As in the description in this section for claims 2 and 3, Hanpachern discloses the 
detection of blank scenes and editing them out of the digest. 

47. For the same reasons described above in the sections on claims 2 and 3, it 
would have been obvious to combine Saito, Hanpachern, Becker and Edgar to to detect 
blank scenes and edit them from the digest. 



48. Claim 9 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Saito. 

49. The apparatus of claim 1 teaches the method steps of claim 9. For example, the 
calculating means of claim 1 performs the operation of the calculating step of claim 9, 
and the determining means of claim 1 performs the operation of the determining step of 
claim 9. 



50. Claim 10 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Hanpachern. 

51 . Claim 10 is a method, which corresponds to the system of claim 2. The functions 
carried out by the detecting and exception processing means of claim 2 perform the 
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operations of the detecting and performing exception processing steps of claim 10, 
respectively. Further, since Saito refers to both a system and a method, claim 10 is 
rejected for the same reasons claim 2 was rejected above (col. 7 line 62 and col. 9 line 



52. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Hanpachern. 

53. Claim 1 1 is a method, which corresponds to the system of claim 3. The functions 
carried out by the exception processing means of claim 3 perform the operations of the 
performing exception processing step of claim 11. Further, since Saito refers to both a 
system and a method, claim 1 1 is rejected for the same reasons claim 3 was rejected 
above (col. 7 line 62 and col. 9 line 4). 

54. Claims 12 and 13 are reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

55. Claims 12 and 13 are a method, which correspond to the system of claims 4 and 
5. Since Saito refers to both a system and a method, claims 12 and 13 are rejected for 
the same reasons claim 4 and 5 were rejected above (col. 7 line 62 and col. 9 line 4). 

56. Claims 14, 15 and 16 are reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker in further view of Edgar. 

57. Claims 14, 15 and 16 are a method, which correspond to the system of claims 6, 
7 and 8. Since Saito refers to both a system and a method, claims 14, 15 and 16 are 
rejected for the same reasons claim 6, 7 and 8 were rejected above (col. 7 line 62 and 
col. 9 line 4). 



4). 
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Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC § 102 



58. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated bv Saito. 

59. Saito discloses using a program to control CPU 1 for implementing his method 
for controlling his apparatus (col. 2 line 54 - col. 3 line 10). The apparatus of claim 1 
and the method of claim 9 teach the steps of the program of claim 17. For example, the 
calculating means of claim 1 performs the operation of the calculating step of claim 9 
and the calculating step implemented by the program of claim 17, and the determining 
means of claim 1 performs the operation of the determining step of claim 9 and the 
calculating step implemented by the program of claim 17. 



60. Claim 18 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar. 

61 . In accordance with claim 18, Saito discloses a system, with calculating means, 
which compare similarities among frames; in Saito's system, the encoder 41, of the 
boundary sensing section 4, performs this function (col. 3 lines 26-34). 

62. Saito further discloses that the system contain determining means, which 
identifies boundaries in a video, such as a scene, using the result of the calculating 
means; in Saito's system, the boundary sensor 42, of the boundary sensing section 4, 
performs this function (col. 3 lines 34-36). 

63. Saito further discloses that the system contain dynamic image means for editing 
and preparing the digest; in Saito's system the video is stored after being segmented 
into cuts, the CPU then causes a monitor to display the first frame of each cut, or the 
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user can specify a specific scene or cut within a scene to watch (col. 6 lines 50-55 and 
col. 7 lines 46-52). 

64. Saito does not disclose expressly merging frames into a digest by based on a 
low degree of similarity between the frame and some preceding frames. 

65. Edgar discloses calculating the "change" between a selected image and every 
other image in a specific cut (col. 12 lines 5-15). He uses this difference to determine 
what individual frame best represents each scene, which is then displayed (col. 4 lines 
15-30). Thus Edgar discloses calculating degrees of similarity among frames and using 
the data calculated to prepare a digest of one frame per scene. 

66. Saito and Edgar are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

67. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to build 
the digest based on the degree of similarity between frames as calculated by Edgar. 

68. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to create a digest 
in a way that allows the user to see frames that are less representative of each scene, if 
for example they are looking for something they know to be unusual occurrence, or if 
they are searching a long scene for a specific unusual instance. 

69. Claim 19 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar. 

70. Saito and Edgar combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 1 8 from which 
claim 19 depends (see above). 
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71 . Saito further discloses that upon instructions from the user, the system's dynamic 
image means prepares a digest; in Saitohs system the user provides instructions via a 
mouse 10 or a keyboard (figure 1 ) then the video is stored after being segmented into 
cuts, the CPU then causes a monitor to display the first frame of each cut, or the user 
can specify a specific scene or cut within a scene to watch (col. 6 lines 50-55 and col. 7 
lines 46-52). 

72. Edgar discloses calculating the "change" between a selected image and every 
other image in a specific cut (col. 12 lines 5-15). He uses this difference to determine 
what individual frame best represents each scene, which is then displayed (col. 4 lines 
15-30). Thus Edgar discloses calculating degrees of similarity among frames and using 
the data calculated to prepare a digest of one frame per scene. 

73. The combination of Saito and Edgar is combinable for reasons already given 
above. 

74. Claims 22, 23, 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

75. Saito and Edgar combine to disclose all the limitations of claims 18 and 19 from 
which claims 22, 23, 26 and 27 depend (see above). Saito does not directly disclose 
detection means and processing means for a blank frame. Hanpachern discloses 
detection means, which detect a blank scene; in Hanpachern's system, integrated 
circuit U1 is used to detect blank frames (col. 4 lines 23-27). Hanpachern also 
discloses exception processing means, in which the frame immediately preceding a 
blank scene is recorded, and the frame immediately following the blank scene is the 



Application/Control Number: 09/503,481 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2624 

next frame to be recorded; in Hanpachern's system, integrated circuit U2 and transistor 
Q9 perform this function (col. 4 lines 50-63). 

76. Saito, Edgar and Hanpachern are compatible because they are from the same 
field of endeavor, namely video summary. 

77. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add 
Hanpachern's method of detecting a blank scene, and editing the scene from the digest 
to Saito and Edgar's system. 

78. The motivation for doing so would have been to eliminate frames with no relevant 
information from consideration and therefore to speed up processing and decrease the 
time the user needs to find the information he or she is looking for. 

79. Claims 30 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

80. Saito, Edgar and Hanpachern combine to specify all the limitations of claims 26 
and 27 from which claims 30 and 31 depend (see above). 

81 . Neither Saito nor Edgar nor Hanpachern discloses that when displaying time 
differences between scene-change-frames that are smaller than a specified duration, 
frames from the beginning of the first scene through the specified duration from the 
beginning of the second frame are treated as the result of merging of the scene-change- 
frames of the two scenes. Resulting in a shorter length of the first scene being shown 
and then the full, specified length of the second scene being shown. 

82. Becker discloses a system that is used for accelerated presentation of 
segmented data (abstract lines 1-2). Becker's system takes data that is segmented with 
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known boundaries (abstract lines 3-5). The user can be prompted for a desired length 
of time by specifying a number of frames (col. 6 lines 50-54). Based on the input from 
the user, Becker's system displays a number of frames from each scene in a video 
(abstract lines 5-10). When a scene has fewer frames than the number of frames that 
the user has specified to be shown (the length of a scene is less than the length 
specified by the user), Becker discloses preventing overlap by monitoring the position of 
each frame to be displayed within each scene; Becker displays frames of each scene at 
specified intervals, if the next frame to be displayed falls outside the current scene, 
instead of displaying that frame, Becker's system proceeds to the beginning of the next 
scene thus preventing the display of overlapping scene frames by displaying a shorter 
length of the first scene and then the full, specified length of the second scene (col. 6 
line 50 - col. 7 line 35). 

83. Saito, Edgar, Hanpachern and Becker are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely video summary. 

84. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to only 
display a shorter summary of the first scene and then display the full summary of the 
second scene as disclosed in Becker. 

85. The motivation for doing so would be exclude overlap in the presentation of a 
video summary, which is obvious, as the intent of a summary is contradicted by the 
presence of overlap or redundancy. 

86. Claims 34 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker 
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87. Saito, Edgar, Hanpachern and Becker combine to specify all the limitations of 
claims 30 and 31 from which claims 34 and 35 depend (see above). 

88. Neither Saito nor Edgar nor Hanpachern discloses that when a scene-change of 
a second scene falls within a specified duration of the scene-change frame of the first 
scene, only frames through the scene change frame of the second scene are merged. 
Resulting in a shorter length of the first scene being shown and then the full, specified 
length of the second scene being shown. 

89. Becker discloses a system that is used for accelerated presentation of 
segmented data (abstract lines 1-2). Becker's system takes data that is segmented with 
known boundaries (abstract lines 3-5). The user can be prompted for a desired length 
of time by specifying a number of frames (col. 6 lines 50-54). Based on the input from 
the user, Becker's system displays a number of frames from each scene in a video 
(abstract lines 5-10). When a scene has fewer frames than the number of frames that 
the user has specified to be shown (the length of a scene is less than the length 
specified by the user), Becker discloses preventing overlap by monitoring the position of 
each frame to be displayed within each scene; Becker displays frames of each scene at 
specified intervals, if the next frame to be displayed falls outside the current scene, 
instead of displaying that frame, Becker's system proceeds to the beginning of the next 
scene thus preventing the display of overlapping scene frames by displaying a shorter 
length of the first scene and then the full, specified length of the second scene (col. 6 
line 50 -col. 7 line 35). 
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90. Saito, Edgar. Hanpachern and Becker are connbinable because they are fronn the 
same field of endeavor, namely video summary. 

91 . Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to only 
display a shorter summary of the first scene and then display the full summary of the 
second scene as disclosed in Becker. 

92. The motivation for doing so would be exclude overlap in the presentation of a 
video summary, which is obvious, as the intent of a summary is contradicted by the 
presence of overlap or redundancy. 

93. Claims 38 and 39 are reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

94. Saito, Hanpachern and Becker combine to specify all the limitations of claims 34 
and 35 from which claims 38 and 39 depend (see above). 

95. Saito discloses finding all the scene change frames of a dynamic image (col. 7 
lines 34-38). Saito further discloses merging the frames into a digest of the first frame 
of each scene or a tree structure that allows the user to quickly view each scene (col. 6 
lines 50-55 and col. 7 lines 46-52). 

96. Neither Saito nor Hanpachern nor Becker discloses expressly merging frames 
into a digest beginning with scenes whose scene-change frame has a low degree of 
similarity to some preceding frames. 

97. Edgar discloses calculating the "change" between a selected image and every 
other image in a specific cut (col. 12 lines 5-15). He uses this difference to determine 
what individual frame best represents each scene, which is then displayed (col. 4 lines 
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15-30). Thus Edgar discloses calculating degrees of similarity among frames and using 
the data calculated to prepare a digest of one frame. 

98. Edgar is combinable Saito, Hanpachern and Becker because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely video summary. 

99. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use 
methods presented in Edgar for calculating degrees of similarity among frames to order 
the presentation of the digest of Saito's system. 

100. The motivation for ordering a digest in this way is given by Edgar who calculates 
the degrees of similarity in order to present a digest with the most relevant frames (col. 
12 lines 5-15). * 

101. Claims 42 and 43 are reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103fa) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

102. Saito, Edgar, Hanpachern and Becker combine to specify all the limitations of 
claims 38 and 39 from which claims 42 and 43 depend (see above). 

103. In accordance with claims 42 and 43, Becker further discloses creating a digest 
of desired length by allowing the step size between frames to be increased (col. 6 lines 
61-65). Thus, Becker's routine will adjust step size until it reaches a predetermined 
value, which is determined based on the user's input for the number of frames to be 
included in each scene; so, Becker discloses adjusting the step size to increase the 
duration of each scene, if the duration is originally below the threshold specified value, 
to be in accordance with the user's input. 
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104. Saito, Hanpachern, Becker and Edgar are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely video summary. 

105. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
methods described in Becker to increase the length of the digest to be in accordance 
with the user's specification for length (number of frames). 

106. The motivation for doing so would have been to present a video display for a 
length of time according to the user's desire. 

107. Claims 46 and 47 are reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

108. Saito, Hanpachern, Becker and Edgar combine to specify all the limitations of 
claims 42 and 43 from which claims 46 and 47 depend (see above). 

109. As in the description in this section for claims 26, 27, 30 and 31 , Hanpachern 
discloses the detection of blank scenes and editing them out of the digest. 

1 1 0. For the same reasons described above in the sections on claims 26, 27, 30 and 
31 , it would have been obvious to combine Saito, Hanpachern, Becker and Edgar to 
detect blank scenes and edit them from the digest. 

111. Claim 50 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar. 

112. Saito and Edgar combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 18 from which 
claim 50 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save (store in a 
magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 45-50). 




Application/Control Number: 09/503.481 Page 21 

Art Unit: 2624 

113. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

114. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

1 1 5. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

116. Claim 51 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar. 

117. Saito and Edgar combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 19 from which 
claim 51 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save (store in a 
magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 45-50). 

118. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

119. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

120. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

121. Claim 54 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

122. Saito, Edgar and Hanpachern combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 22 
from which claim 54 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save 
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(store in a magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 
45-50). 

123. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

124. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

125. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

126. Claim 55 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

127. Saito. Edgar and Hanpachern combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 23 
from which claim 55 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save 
(store in a magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 
45-50). 

128. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

129. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

130. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

131. Claim 58 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 
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1 32. Saito, Edgar and Hanpachern combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 26 
from which claim 58 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save 
(store in a magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 
45-50). 

1 33. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

134. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

135. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

136. Claim 59 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

137. Saito, Edgar and Hanpachern combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 27 
from which claim 59 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save 
(store in a magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 
45-50). 

1 38. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

139. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

140. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 
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141. Claims 62. 63. 66, 67, 70. 71 . 74, 75. 78 and 79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern 
in further view of Becker. 

142. Saito, Edgar, Hanpachern, and Becker combine to disclose all the limitations of 
claims 30, 31, 34, 35. 38, 39, 42, 43, 46, and 47 from which claims 62, 63, 66, 67, 70, 
71 , 74, 75, 78 and 79 depend, respectively (see above). Saito discloses allowing the 
user to save (store in a magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image 
(col. 7 lines 45-50). 

143. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

144. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

145. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

146. Claim 82 and 83 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Saito in view of Edgar. 

147. Claims 82 are 83 are a method, which corresponds to the system of claims 18 
and 19. The functions carried out by the calculating, determining, and dynamic image 
means of claims 18 and 19 perform the operations off the calculating, determining, and 
automatic editing steps of claims 82 and 83, respectively. Further, since Saito discloses 
both a system and a method, claims 82 and 83 are rejected for the same reasons 
claims 18 and 19 were rejected above (col. 7 line 62 and col. 9 line 4). 
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148. Claims 86 and 87 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

149. Claims 86 and 87 are a method, which correspond to the system of claims 22 
and 23, respectively. The functions carried out by the detecting and exception 
processing means of claims 22 and 23 perform the operations of the detecting and 
performing exception processing steps of claims 86 and 87, respectively. Further, since 
Saito refers to both a system and a method, claims 86 and 87 are rejected for the same 
reasons claims 22 and 23 were rejected above (col. 7 line 62 and col. 9 line 4). 

150. Claims 90 and 91 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

151 . Claims 90 and 91 are a method, which correspond to the system of claims 26 
and 27, respectively. The functions carried out by the exception processing means of 
claims 26 and 27 perform the operations of the performing exception processing step of 
claims 90 and 91. Further, since Saito refers to both a system and a method, claims 90 
and 91 are rejected for the same reasons claims 26 and 27 were rejected above (col. 7 
line 62 and col. 9 line 4). 

152. Claims 94. 95. 98. 99. 102. 103. 106. 107. 110 and 111 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of 
Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

153. Claims 94, 95, 98, 99, 102, 103, 106, 107, 110 and 11 1 are a method, which 
correspond to the system of claims 30, 31, 34, 35, 38, 39, 42, 43, 46 and 47. Since 
Saito refers to both a system and a method, claims 94, 95. 98, 99, 102, 103, 106, 107, 
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1 1 0 and 111 are rejected for the same reasons claims 30, 31 , 34, 35, 38, 39, 42, 43, 46 
and 47 were rejected above (col. 7 line 62 and col. 9 line 4). 

154. Claim 1 14 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar. 

155. Claim 1 14 specifies a recording medium recording program code for executing 
the method of claim 82. Since Saito further discloses using a program to implement his 
method, claim 1 14 is rejected for the same reason claim 82 was rejected above (col. 2 
line 54 -col. 3 line 10). 

156. Claim 20 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar. 

157. In accordance with claim 20, Saito discloses a system, with calculating means, 
which compare similarities among frames; in Saito's system, the encoder 41, of the 
boundary sensing section 4, performs this function (col. 3 lines 26-34). 

1 58. Saito further discloses that the system contain determining means, which 
identifies boundaries in a video, such as a scene, using the result of the calculating 
means; in Saito's system, the boundary sensor 42, of the boundary sensing section 4, 
performs this function (col. 3 lines 34-36). 

1 59. Saito further discloses that the system contain dynamic image means for editing 
and preparing the digest; in Saito's system the video is stored after being segmented 
into cuts, the CPU then causes a monitor to display the first frame of each cut, or the 
user can specify a specific scene or cut within a scene to watch (col. 6 lines 50-55 and 
col. 7 lines 46-52). 
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160. Saito does not disclose expressly merging frames into a digest by based on a 
high degree of similarity between the frame and some preceding frames. 

161 . Edgar discloses calculating the "change" between a selected image and every 
other image in a specific cut (col. 12 lines 5-15). He uses this difference to determine 
what individual frame best represents each scene, which is then displayed (col. 4 lines 
15-30). Thus Edgar discloses calculating degrees of similarity among frames and using 
the data calculated to prepare a digest of one frame. 

162. Saito and Edgar are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

163. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to build 
the digest based on the degree of similarity between frames as calculated by Edgar. 

164. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to view a 
summary of the most representative frames within a scene. 

165. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar. 

1 66. Saito and Edgar combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 20 from which 
claim 21 depends (see above). 

167. Saito further discloses that upon instructions from the user, the system's dynamic 
image means prepares a digest; in Saito's system the user provides instructions via a 
mouse 10 or a keyboard (figure 1 ) then the video is stored after being segmented into 
cuts, the CPU then causes a monitor to display the first frame of each cut, or the user 



Application/Control Number: 09/503,481 Page 28 

Art Unit: 2624 

can specify a specific scene or cut within a scene to watch (col. 6 lines 50-55 and col. 7 
lines 46-52). 

168. Edgar discloses calculating the "change" between a selected image and every 
other image in a specific cut (col. 12 lines 5-15). He uses this difference to determine 
what individual frame best represents each scene, which is then displayed (col. 4 lines 
15-30). Thus Edgar discloses calculating degrees of similarity among frames and using 
the data calculated to prepare a digest of one frame per scene. 

169. The combination of Saito and Edgar is combinable for reasons already given 
above. 

170. Claims 24, 25, 28 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

171 . Saito and Edgar combine to disclose all the limitations of claims 20 and 21 from 
which claims 24, 25, 28 and 29 depend (see above). Saito does not directly disclose 
detection means and processing means for a blank frame. Hanpachern discloses 
detection means, which detect a blank scene; in Hanpachern's system, integrated 
circuit U1 is used to detect blank frames (col. 4 lines 23-27). Hanpachern also 
discloses exception processing means, in which the frame immediately preceding a 
blank scene is recorded, and the frame immediately following the blank scene is the 
next frame to be recorded; in Hanpachern's system, integrated circuit U2 and transistor 
Q9 perform this function (col. 4 lines 50-63). 

1 72. Saito, Edgar and Hanpachern are compatible because they are from the same 
field of endeavor, namely video summary. 



Application/Control Number: 09/503,481 Page 29 

Art Unit: 2624 

1 73. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add 
Hanpachern's method of detecting a blank scene, and editing the scene from the digest 
to Saito and Edgar's system. 

174. The motivation for doing so would have been to eliminate frames with no relevant 
information from consideration and therefore to speed up processing and decrease the 
time the user needs to find the information he or she is looking for. 

175. Claims 32 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

176. Saito, Edgar and Hanpachern combine to specify all the limitations of claims 28 
and 29 from which claims 32 and 33 depend (see above). 

177. Neither Saito nor Edgar nor Hanpachern discloses that when displaying time 
differences between scene-change-frames are smaller than a specified duration, then 
frames from the beginning of the first scene through the specified duration from the 
beginning of the second frame are treated as the result of merging of the scene-change- 
frames of the two scenes. Resulting in a shorter length of the first scene being shown 
and then the full, specified length of the second scene being shown. 

178. Becker discloses a system that is used for accelerated presentation of 
segmented data (abstract lines 1-2). Becker's system takes data that is segmented with 
known boundaries (abstract lines 3-5). The user can be prompted for a desired length 
of time by specifying a number of frames (col. 6 lines 50-54). Based on the input from 
the user, Becker's system displays a number of frames from each scene in a video 
(abstract lines 5-10). When a scene has fewer frames than the number of frames that 
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the user has specified to be shown (the length of a scene is less than the length 
specified by the user), Becker discloses preventing overlap by monitoring the position of 
each frame to be displayed within each scene; Becker displays frames of each scene at 
specified intervals, if the next frame to be displayed falls outside the current scene, 
instead of displaying that frame, Becker's system proceeds to the beginning of the next 
scene thus preventing the display of overlapping scene frames by displaying a shorter 
length of the first scene and then the full, specified length of the second scene (col. 6 
line 50 - col. 7 line 35). 

179. Saito, Edgar, Hanpachern and Becker are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely video summary. 

1 80. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to only 
display a shorter summary of the first scene and then display the full summary of the 
second scene as disclosed in Becker. 

181 . The motivation for doing so would be exclude overlap in the presentation of a 
video summary, which is obvious, as the intent of a summary is contradicted by the 
presence of overlap or redundancy. 

182. Claims 36 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

183. Saito, Edgar. Hanpachern and Becker combine to specify all the limitations of 
claims 32 and 33 from which claims 36 and 37 depend (see above). 

184. Neither Saito nor Edgar nor Hanpachern discloses that when a scene-change of 
a second scene falls within a specified duration of the scene-change frame of the first 
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scene, only frames through the scene change frame of the second scene are merged. 
Resulting in a shorter length of the first scene being shown and then the full, specified 
length of the second scene being shown. 

185. Becker discloses a system that is used for accelerated presentation of 
segmented data (abstract lines 1-2). Becker's system takes data that is segmented with 
known boundaries (abstract lines 3-5). The user can be prompted for a desired length 
of time by specifying a number of frames (col. 6 lines 50-54). Based on the input from 
the user, Becker's system displays a number of frames from each scene in a video 
(abstract lines 5-10). When a scene has fewer frames than the number of frames that 
the user has specified to be shown (the length of a scene is less than the length 
specified by the user), Becker discloses preventing overlap by monitoring the position of 
each frame to be displayed within each scene; Becker displays frames of each scene at 
specified intervals, if the next frame to be displayed falls outside the current scene, 
instead of displaying that frame, Becker's system proceeds to the beginning of the next 
scene thus preventing the display of overlapping scene frames by displaying a shorter 
length of the first scene and then the full, specified length of the second scene (col. 6 
line 50 -col. 7 line 35). 

186. Saito, Edgar, Hanpachern and Becker are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely video summary. 

187. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to only 
display a shorter summary of the first scene and then display the full summary of the 
second scene as disclosed in Becker. 
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188. The motivation for doing so would be exclude overlap in the presentation of a 
video summary, which is obvious, as the intent of a summary is contradicted by the 
presence of overlap or redundancy. 

189. Claims 40 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

190. Saito, Hanpachern and Becker combine to specify all the limitations of claims 36 
and 37 from which claims 40 and 41 depend (see above). 

191 . Saito discloses finding all the scene change frames of a dynamic image (col. 7 
lines 34-38). Saito further discloses merging the frames into a digest of the first frame 
of each scene or a tree structure that allows the user to quickly view each scene (col. 6 
lines 50-55 and col. 7 lines 46-52). 

192. Neither Saito nor Hanpachern nor Becker discloses expressly merging frames 
into a digest beginning with scenes whose scene-change frame has a low degree of 
similarity to some preceding frames. 

193. Edgar discloses calculating the "change" between a selected image and every 
other image in a specific cut (col. 12 lines 5-15). He uses this difference to determine 
what individual frame best represents each scene, which is then displayed (col. 4 lines 
15-30). Thus Edgar discloses calculating degrees of similarity among frames and using 
the data calculated to prepare a digest of one frame. 

194. Edgar is combinable with Saito, Hanpachern and Becker because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely video summary. 
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195. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use 
methods presented in Edgar for calculating degrees of similarity among frames to order 
the presentation of the digest of Saito's system. 

196. The motivation for ordering a digest in this way is given by Edgar who calculates 
the degrees of similarity in order to present a digest with the most relevant frames (col. 
12 lines 5-15). 

197. Claims 44 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

198. Saito, Edgar, Hanpachern and Becker combine to specify all the limitations of 
claims 40 and 41 from which claims 44 and 45 depend (see above). 

199. In accordance with claims 44 and 45, Becker further discloses creating a digest 
of desired length by allowing the step size between frames to be increased (col, 6 lines 
61-65). Thus, Becker's routine will adjust step size until it reaches a predetermined 
value, which is determined based on the user's input for the number of frames to be 
included in each scene; so, Becker discloses adjusting the step size to increase the 
duration of each scene, if the duration is originally below the threshold specified value, 
to be in accordance with the user's input. 

200. Saito, Hanpachern, Becker and Edgar are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely video summary. 

201 . Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
methods described in Becker to increase the length of the digest to be in accordance 
with the user's specification for length (number of frames). 
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202. The motivation for doing so would have been to present a video display for a 
length of time according to the user's desire. 

203. Claims 48 and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

204. Saito, Hanpachern, Becker and Edgar combine to specify all the limitations of 
claims 44 and 45 from which claims 48 and 49 depend (see above). 

205. As in the description in this section for claims 28, 29, 32 and 33, Hanpachern 
discloses the detection of blank scenes and editing them out of the digest. 

206. For the same reasons described above in the sections on claims 28, 29, 32 and 
33, it would have been obvious to combine Saito, Hanpachern, Becker and Edgar to 
detect blank scenes and edit them from the digest. 

207. Claim 52 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar. 

208. Saito and Edgar combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 20 from which 
claim 52 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save (store in a 
magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 45-50). 

209. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

210. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

211. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 
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212. Claim 53 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar. 

213. Saito and Edgar combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 21 from which 
claim 53 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save (store in a 
magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 45-50). 

214. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

215. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

216. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

217. Claim 56 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

218. Saito, Edgar and Hanpachern combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 24 
from which claim 56 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save 
(store in a magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 
45-50). 

21 9. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

220. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 
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221 . The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

222. Claim 57 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

223. Saito, Edgar and Hanpachern combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 25 
from which claim 57 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save 
(store in a magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 
45-50). 

224. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

225. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

226. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

227. Claim 60 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

228. Saito, Edgar and Hanpachern combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 28 
from which claim 60 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save 
(store in a magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 
45-50). 

229. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 
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230. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

231 . The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

232. Claim 61 is reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

233. Saito, Edgar and Hanpachern combine to disclose all the limitations of claim 29 
from which claim 61 depends (see above). Saito discloses allowing the user to save 
(store in a magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image (col. 7 lines 
45-50). 

234. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

235. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

236. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

237. Claims 64, 65, 68, 69, 72, 73, 76. 77. 80 and 81 are reiected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern 
in further view of Becker. 

238. Saito, Edgar, Hanpachern , and Becker combine to disclose all the limitations of 
claims 32, 33, 36, 37, 40, 41 , 44, 45, 48, and 49 from which claims 64, 65, 68, 69, 72, 
73, 76, 77, 80 and 81 depend, respectively (see above). Saito discloses allowing the 
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user to save (store in a magnetic disk) or immediately view the created dynamic image 
(col. 7 lines 45-50). 

239. The references are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely video summary. 

240. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the user to save the generated video digest as disclosed in Saito. 

241 . The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to save the file for 
future use without having to recreate it every time. 

242. Claims 84 and 85 are reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar. 

243. Claims 84 are 85 are a method, which corresponds to the system of claims 20 
and 21 . The functions carried out by the calculating, determining, and dynamic image 
means of claims 20 and 21 perform the operations off the calculating, determining, and 
automatic editing steps of claims 84 and 85, respectively. Further, since Saito discloses 
both a system and a method, claims 84 and 85 are rejected for the same reasons 
claims 20 and 21 were rejected above (col. 7 line 62 and col. 9 line 4). 

244. Claims 88 and 89 are reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern. 

245. Claims 88 and 89 are a method, which correspond to the system of claims 24 
and 25, respectively. The functions carried out by the detecting and exception 
processing means of claims 24 and 25 perform the operations of the detecting and 
performing exception processing steps of claims 88 and 89, respectively. Further, since 
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Saito refers to both a system and a method, claims 88 and 89 are rejected for the same 
reasons claims 24 and 25 were rejected above (col. 7 line 62 and col. 9 line 4). 

246. Claims 92 and 93 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of Hanpachern, 

247. Claims 92 and 93 are a method, which correspond to the system of claims 28 
and 29, respectively. The functions carried out by the exception processing means of 
claims 28 and 29 perform the operations of the performing exception processing step of 
claims 92 and 93. Further, since Saito refers to both a system and a method, claims 92 
and 93 are rejected for the same reasons claims 28 and 29 were rejected above (col. 7 
line 62 and col. 9 line 4). 

248. Claims 96, 97. 100. 101, 104. 105. 108. 109. 112 and 1 13 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in view of Edgar in further view of 
Hanpachern in further view of Becker. 

249. Claims 96, 97, 100, 101, 104, 105, 108, 109, 112 and 1 13 are a method, which 
correspond to the system of claims 32, 33, 36, 37, 40, 41 , 44, 45, 48 and 49. Since 
Saito refers to both a system and a method, claims 96, 97, 100, 101 , 104, 105, 108, 
109, 112 and 113 are rejected for the same reasons claims 32, 33, 36, 37, 40, 41, 44, 
45, 48 and 49 were rejected above (col. 7 line 62 and col. 9 line 4). 

250. Claim 1 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito in 
view of Edgar. 

251 . Claim 115 specifies a recording medium recording program code for executing 
the method of claim 84. Since Saito further discloses using a program to implement his 
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method, claim 1 15 is rejected for the same reason claim 84 was rejected above (col. 2 
line 54 -col. 3 line 10). 



252. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Karl R. Reitz whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
8696. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:00-4:30. 

253. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David K. Moore can be reached on (703) 305-7452. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

254. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
9700. 
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